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 The mother, D.T., has appealed challenging the vagueness of the 

September 14, 2015 visitation order.  The Department of Children and 

Family Services (the department) has moved to dismiss the appeal.  

Specifically, the department relies on eight juvenile court minute orders 

which now specify the duration and number of weekly visits.  For example, 

the June 9, 2016 minute order specifies that the visits are to occur three 

times per week.  The monitored visits are to be for one hour per visit.  Or, the 

juvenile court has provided the option of a single weekly visit which lasts for  

three hours.  The department argues that the vagueness issues raised in the 

opening brief are no longer present.  We agree with the department.  The 

appeal is now moot as there is no effectual relief we can provide to the 

mother.  (Eye Dog Foundation v. State Board of Guide Dogs for the Blind 

(1967) 67 Cal.2d 536, 541; In re B.L. (2012) 204 Cal.App.4th 1111, 1118.)   

 The appeal is dismissed. 
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